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Introduction
A survey was conducted in June 2003 by the
Idaho State Police, Department of Planning,
Grants, and Research aimed at understand-
ing the best strategies to manage the drug
problem in Idaho.  Questions were posed with
the intent of uncovering what prevention and
treatment methods work best and will have
the greatest impact in fighting drugs in Idaho.
This is an analysis of the information gleaned
from returned questionnaires.

Methodology
Five different types of questionnaires were
drawn up with the occupation of the recipi-
ent in mind. Four hundred and ninety indi-
viduals; including judges, law enforcement,
prosecutors, public defenders, and probation
officers were sent surveys.  Many of the ques-
tions asked to each group were the same to
enable data comparisons.  However, distinct
questions added great value to the survey, as
each occupation was able to communicate
problems seen in each individual arena.  This
also enabled the ability for statewide compari-
sons to be drawn.

Much of the survey was designed after a simi-
lar study conducted in 1996 by Roberta Silva,
from the Grants and Research Evaluation
Unit, Idaho Department of Law Enforcement.
In addition, a series of questions were asked
pertaining to the training and operational
needs of law enforcement only.  The law en-
forcement questions were modeled after a
similar survey done by the Department of
Criminal Justice in Virginia.

Comparisons were drawn between some of
the answers from the survey and National In-
cident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) data.
All police incidents are reported to the Idaho
State Police and kept in a repository for yearly
“Crime in Idaho” publications.  Crime trends
were taken from the NIBRS database, as well
as from “Crime in Idaho” books.

Out of the 490 surveys originally mailed, 275
were returned, yielding a response rate of
56%.  For a mailed survey, the number of ques-
tionnaires returned was better than expected.
A postcard was initially sent out to let people
know the survey was coming.  This might
have helped to increase the response rate.  The
number of surveys returned gives the find-
ings in this report a 95% confidence level
within plus or minus 3.9 percentage points.
Therefore, we are 95% confident that our
sample statistics are
within 3.9 percentage
points from the popu-
lation.

Table 1 gives the break-
down of what region
the respondents lived
in, also what discipline
they were involved
with.

The following report
gives a description of
the questions that were
asked, and an analysis
of the average re-
sponses given.

Table 1.  Survey
Respondents

Survey 
Repondents

Total 
Number

Region: 

Region 1 35

Region 2 36

Region 3 67

Region 4 45

Region 5 47

Region 6 45

Total 275

Occupation :

Judicial 65

Law 
Enforcement 139

Prosecutor 34

Defender 18

Probation 
/Parole 19
Total 275
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Overall Findings
Statewide areas for improvement:
The overarching emphasis by those taking the
survey was the lack of quality, long term in-
patient treatment in Idaho for drug addicts.
Many noted that drug courts seem to be work-
ing, however, we need more of them.  Also,
education of youth and of the public was
highly emphasized.

Out of a list of nineteen criminal activities, the
four rated as most serious by respondents
were: 1) drug use, 2) drinking and driving, 3)
drug trafficking, and 4) spousal abuse.  This
is slightly different from a study conducted
in the Northern Plains Region (North Dakota,
South Dakota, Montana, and Wyoming)
where when given the same categories of
criminal activities, federal law enforcement
agencies marked drinking and driving as most
serious, followed by drug use, drug traffick-
ing and drug production (Needs Assessment
Report, 2003).

The three drugs considered to be most harm-
ful for those taking the Idaho survey were 1)
methamphetamine, 2) alcohol, and 3) mari-
juana.
Methamphetamine use is becoming more and
more common in the Western states and has
become a regional phenomenon.  For what-
ever reason, it is more common for white and
Hispanic drug arrestees to be meth users than
Black arrestees (Taylor , 2001).

Respondents also noted that they spend the
most resources -  time and money - dealing
with problems associated with 1) metham-

phetamine, 2) alcohol, and 3) marijuana.
From five years ago, various drug trends were
noted by respondents.
• Over half wrote that the drug of choice
for drug abusers has changed from either
marijuana, or cocaine to meth.
• Many noted that the age of the aver-
age drug abuser is going down.
• Slightly over a third of respondents
said there are more females doing drugs, com-
pared to five years ago.
• One third noted a change in the public’s
opinion of drug abusers, but varied as to
whether the public is more or less tolerant.
• Answers also varied about whether
sentencing of drug offenders is becoming
more or less lenient.
• Many noted that the behavior of drug
offenders has changed as they are becoming
more violent/aggressive, also more open with
their drug abuse.

Idaho crime statistics taken from the National
Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS)  da-
tabase maintained by the Idaho State Police
show the total number of DUI arrests have
gone down, while drug violation arrests have
increased over the last five years.  NIBRS sta-
tistics also indicate that the mean age of DUI
versus drug violation arrestees has consis-
tently stayed about 7 years older for the past
five years.  On average, DUI arrestees were
age 34 from 1998 - 2002, while drug violation
arrestees were 27.  Contrary to popular opin-
ion, the number of juveniles who are arrested
for drugs has not increased.  In fact, the per-
cent of drug violation arrests of persons who
are under 18 has decreased since 1996 when
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23% of arrestees were under 18, to 15% of ar-
restees in 2002.  There has been an increase in
the number of female drug violation arrests,
however, since 1998.

The most effective methods of prevention
against drug abuse (from greatest to least)
were said to be: 1) data used for assessing drug
problems; 2) drug prevention programs in
schools; 3) drug/alcohol treatment for offend-
ers; 4) social services for delinquent juveniles
who already have drug or alcohol problems;
5) alcohol prevention programs in schools 6)
other drug/alcohol prevention programs; 7)
community groups.

When asked about solutions to the problem
our state has with drugs, respondents were
the most positive about increasing our empha-
sis on apprehending and prosecuting drug
distributors.  The other popular ways of re-
ducing the problem were for inpatient treat-
ment, increased emphasis on apprehending
and prosecuting drug dealers, and rehabili-
tation programs that teach drug abusers life/
job/cognitive skills.

Law Enforcement were asked what areas of
training they need the most.  The most com-
mon responses were for 1) leadership train-
ing; 2) drug task force training; 3) grant writ-
ing; and 4) new communications technology.
Taken from a similar needs assessment sur-
vey of the Northern Plains Region, these re-
quests differ.   The four most common re-
sponses from law enforcement officers from
North Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and
Wyoming were for training in crime analysis,

evidence handling and storage, using new
communications technology, followed by
grant writing.

Drug Programs that law enforcement offic-
ers see as needed in the state (in order of great-
est need) are:  1) information systems to share
data; 2) multi-jurisdictional task forces; 3)
school resource officers; 4) community aware-
ness; 5) secure communications; 6) DUI en-
forcement; 7) community policing; 8) K-9 han-
dlers; 9) crime analysis; and 10) gang enforce-
ment.

The highest priority items related to the
amount of available resources for law enforce-
ment agencies were listed as 1) training; 2)
personnel; 3) drug enforcement; 4) comput-
ers, 5) video cameras 6) protective wear and
equipment; 7) facilities; 8) communications; 9)
vehicles; 10) software; 11) building security;
and 12) weapons.

One positive is that sentencing options to meet
the substance abuse treatment needs of juve-
nile and adult offenders have increased.  In
1996, when many of the same questions were
posed to criminal justice professionals, there
were less judges, public defenders, and pro-
bation officers noting that they had sentenc-
ing options to meet the treatment needs of
juvenile and adult offenders than those sur-
veyed in 2003 (Silva, 1996).
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Impact of Crime on Society:  How
Serious are the Following Crimes
in your Jurisdiction?
The survey respondents were given a list of nine-
teen crimes they were asked to rate on a scale of
most to least serious for their jurisdiction (Chart
1).  The most serious crime for almost all involved
with the survey (95.96%) was drug use.  Drink-
ing and driving rated as the second most serious
crime in their respective areas, with drug traf-
ficking and drug production ranking slightly
lower, at 87.50% and 74.63%.  Spousal abuse was
rated as a slightly more serious problem than
drug production.  Over half (59.48%) reported
juvenile offenses were serious crimes in their
area, and 51.11% said  burglary was serious.  The
crimes with the least amount of serious to most

serious responses were gambling (3.70%),
dumping waste and trash (10.33%), and anti-
government violence (12.17%)

Seriousness of Crime by Type of Profession
As shown on Table 2, there are various differ-
ences between the respondents’ occupation and
their tendency to believe particular crimes are
serious in their area.
• Drinking and driving, drug use, and
drug trafficking ranked as the top three for all
occupations.  Prosecutors, however, had a tie be-
tween the level of seriousness of drug traffick-
ing and child abuse as their third highest re-
sponse (82.35%).
• Public Defenders rated drug trafficking,
drug production and child abuse at the same

level of seriousness (72.22%).
• Probation/parole officers were the only
ones to feel drug trafficking was the most se-
rious of all the criminal activities.  Also, 94.74%
of probation/parole officers felt that drinking
and driving, drug use, and drug production
were all equally serious.  Child abuse came in
third place for probation/parole officers, with
84.21% responding  it was a serious crime in
their area.

Comparisons
• Judges had the highest percent who
marked spousal abuse and embezzlement as
serious crimes in their area.
• Law Enforcement  had the highest per-
cent  marking juvenile offenses,  burglary, van-
• Prosecutors had the highest percent  con-
cerned about drinking and driving, elder
abuse and crime from interstate highways
than other groups.

95.96

90.04

87.50

76.19

74.63

73.90

59.48

51.11

33.21

28.31

26.97

25.19

21.11

16.67

16.48
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10.33

3.70
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Chart 1.  Level of Seriousness of Various Crimes
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• Public Defenders had the highest percent
rating anti-government violence and gambling
as serious.
• Probation and parole officers had the
highest percent who noted drug trafficking,
drug production, child abuse, and gangs as
more serious.

Seriousness of Crime by Region
Table 3 lists the seriousness of all the previous
criminal activities by region.   The top 3 most
serious crimes were the same for all regions; (1)
drug use, (2) drinking and driving, and (3) drug
trafficking. However the order differed in some
regions.
• Region 2 was the only region listing
drinking and driving as a more serious crime
than drug use in their area.
• Region 4 was the only region to respond
that drug trafficking was more serious than
drinking and driving in their area.
• Region 1 had a tie for the third highest
serious crime between drug trafficking and drug
production.

Comparisons
• Overall, Region 1 had the highest per-
cent saying that drug production was serious in
their area.
• Region 2 had the highest percentage who
felt dumping waste and trash, and anti-govern-
ment violence were serious in their area.

dalism, and cyber crime as serious.
• Region 3 had the highest percentage of
respondents noting that drug use, drug traffick-
ing, spousal abuse, child abuse, cyber crime, and
gambling were serious in their area.
• Region 4 had the highest percent wor-

Table 2.  Percentage Who Feel the Following Crimes
are Serious in their Area, by Profession

Crime: Judicial

Law 

Enf orcement Prosecutor

Public 

Defender

Probat ion

/Parole

St at ewide 

Average

Drinking and 

driving
89.23 89.05 96.97 83.33 94.74 90.07

Drug use 93.75 97.83 97.06 88.89 94.74 95.97

Drug traff icking 90.63 86.96 82.35 72.22 100 87.18

Drug product ion 78.13 74.64 55.88 72.22 94.74 74.36

Spouse abuse 83.08 72.46 79.41 66.67 78.95 75.91

Child abuse 78.13 68.12 82.35 72.22 84.21 73.63

Elder abuse 27.42 25.00 33.33 22.22 31.58 26.87

Burglary 53.13 55.47 38.24 38.89 50.00 51.29

Juvenile of f enses 58.06 65.69 58.82 27.78 52.63 59.63

Gangs 20.63 26.81 21.21 22.22 36.84 25.09

Crime in schools 14.29 25.55 20.59 16.67 15.79 21.03

Vandalism 23.44 43.80 20.58 33.33 15.80 33.46

Dumping wast e 9.52 12.32 14.71 0 0 10.29

Poaching 17.46 12.32 15.15 5.56 5.26 12.92

Interst at e 

Highway Crime
11.29 18.12 21.88 11.76 15.79 16.42

Ant i-government 12.70 14.49 2.94 16.67 5.26 12.13

Gambling 3.13 4.41 2.94 5.56 0 3.69

Cyber crime 14.52 20.29 11.76 11.11 10.53 16.61

Embezzlement  34.38 26.08 26.47 27.78 26.32 28.21

Sample Size 64 138 34 18 19 273

Table 3.  Percentage Who Feel the Following Crimes
are Serious in their Area, by Region.

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

St at ewide 

Average

Drinking and 

driving
88.57 91.67 91.04 84.09 93.48 90.90 90.07

Drug use 94.29 88.89 98.48 97.78 95.74 97.73 95.97

Drug t r af f icking 85.71 80.56 89.39 88.89 89.36 86.36 87.18

Drug product ion 85.71 69.44 83.33 62.22 78.72 63.63 74.36

Spouse abuse 71.43 66.67 85.07 71.11 78.72 75.00 75.91

Child abuse 71.43 69.44 84.85 64.44 74.47 70.45 73.63

Elder abuse 38.24 11.43 40.00 11.36 28.26 40.39 26.87

Burglary 54.29 44.44 50.77 51.11 51.06 55.81 7.38

Juvenile 

of f enses
60.00 68.57 48.48 69.77 61.70 56.81 59.63

Gangs 5.71 5.71 33.33 45.45 27.69 20.45 25.09

Crime in schools 17.14 11.43 21.21 28.89 23.91 20.45 21.03

Vandalism 20.00 28.57 34.84 28.89 42.55 40.90 70.90

Dumping wast e 5.71 14.29 13.64 6.67 8.51 11.36 10.29

Poaching 11.43 11.11 12.12 11.36 13.04 18.18 12.92

Int erst at e 

Highway Crime
17.65 5.71 13.85 13.95 25.53 20.45 16.42

Ant i-

government
11.76 19.44 15.15 4.44 10.64 11.36 12.13

Gambling 0.00 0.00 7.58 2.27 4.26 4.65 3.69

Cyber cr ime 5.71 8.57 30.30 15.56 10.87 18.18 16.61

Embezzlement  14.29 33.33 33.33 40.00 14.89 29.55 28.21

Sample Size 35 36 66 45 47 44 273
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ried about  juvenile offenses, crime in schools,
and embezzlement.
• Region 5 had the highest percent con-
cerned with drinking and driving, vandalism,
and crime from interstate highways, in compari-
son to the other regions.
• Region 6 had the highest percentage stat-
ing that elder abuse, burglary and poaching were
serious in their area.

Chart 2 has the statewide mean score for each
region concerning the combined level of serious-
ness for all the crimes listed.  Overall, Region 3
had the highest average number of individuals
who felt the crimes were serious in their region,
with a mean score of 57.19.  Respondents from
Region 2 marked more of the  crimes as less se-
rious than other groups, with a mean score of
51.39.

Chart 2. Median Score for Serious-
ness of Crimes in Each Region

Region 2  51.39

Region 1  53.36

Region 4  53.87

Region 6  56.21

Region 5  56.79

Region 3  57.19

Mean       55.19

O c c u p a tio n : M e a n

P u b lic  De f e n d e r 5 0 . 47

P r o s e c u to r 5 3 . 52

P r o b a tio n / P a r o le 5 5 . 39

Law  En f o r c em e n t 5 5 . 53

Jud i c i a l 5 6 . 61

T o ta l 5 5 . 19

Table 4. Mean Score for Seriousness
of Crimes by Occupation

By occupation, judges marked more of the
crimes as serious than the rest of the respondents.
Public Defenders listed more of the crimes as
less serious, with a mean score of 50.47 (Table
4).

Table 5 has a number of crimes taken from the
NIBRS database for the state of Idaho.  Not all
of the crimes from the survey could be compared
appropriately with data from NIBRS.  There-
fore, the totals listed in table 5 regarding crimes
in Idaho are provided just for comparison pur-
poses.  Listed next to each number of offenses
committed in each region is the percentage this
number comprises of total offenses.  Thus, al-
though 14% of the population of Idaho live in
Region 1, 20% of the total DUI arrests, 18% of
drug equipment violations, and 22% of the total
elderly victims occurred there.  Region 3 has 42%
of the population (covered by reporting juris-
dictions in 2002), however 63% of the kidnap-
ing/abduction incidents, 50% of the burglary/
breaking and entering incidents, and 56% of the
stolen property offenses happened here.

1

2

3
4 5

6
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Impact of Drugs on Society:
How Harmful are the Follow-
ing Drugs in your Jurisdiction?
Chart 3 and tables 6 and 7  refer to a question
asked about how harmful different drugs were
in the respondents’ jurisdiction on a scale of most
to least harmful.  Statewide, the top three re-
sponses indicated a high level of harm for meth-
amphetamine (97.40%), alcohol (92.19%), and
marijuana (75.93%).

Harmfulness by Occupation
Table  6 compares the occupation of the re-
spondent with the level of harm by drug.
• Prosecutors were the only group with
a higher percentage considering alcohol to be
more serious than methamphetamine (94.12%
versus 91.18%).
• Judges had a higher percentage (67.69%)
concerned with cocaine than other groups.

• Law enforcement had the highest per-
cent who scored a high level of harm for mari-
juana  (84.06%).
• Probation and parole officers had the
highest percent  concerned with alcohol, meth,
heroin, and club drugs than other groups.

Table 5.  Total Offenses of Various Crimes by Region

*Values are adjusted based on jurisdictions reporting to NIBRS in this region

O ffense Reg ion 1 % Reg ion 2 % Reg ion 3 % Reg ion 4 % Reg ion 5 % Reg ion 6 % Tota l

A rrests 
DUI/Drunkenness 2042 20 868 8 3575 35 1314 13 1511 15 951 9 10261
Drug Equipment 
Vio la t ions 981 18 335 6 2489 45 567 10 612 11 508 9 5492

Drug Vio la t ion 997 16 323 5 2751 45 680 11 684 11 685 11 6120

Kidnaping/abduct ion 26 12 1 0 .5 135 63 22 10 7 3 23 11 214

Incest 4 24 2 12 4 24 2 12 5 29 0 0 17

Elder Vict ims (all 
v ictims of crime ages 
50+) 6546 22 2240 7 12442 41 3822 13 3600 12 1792 6 30442

Burgla ry/breaking 
and enter ing 1149 15 428 6 3730 50 944 13 520 7 645 9 7416

Larceny/Theft  
O f fenses 3859 13 1909 7 14589 49 3466 12 2596 9 2800 10 29219

Sto len Proper ty  
O f fenses 58 11 10 2 296 56 77 15 25 5 61 12 527

Embezzlement 38 14 23 8 124 45 22 8 45 16 24 9 276

Vanda lism 1702 12 904 6 6641 45 1926 13 1722 12 1756 12 14651

Destruct ion  o f  
Property 1691 12 898 6 6630 45 1912 13 1712 12 1731 12 14574

Gambling 0 0 0 0 1 33 1 33 0 0 1 33 3

Tota l Popula t ion 184836 14 103023* 7 555183 42 166373* 13 159623 12 160882* 12 1329920*

Chart 3.  Harmfulness of the Following Drugs

97.40

92.19

75.93

60.74

50.74

45.92

42.22

0 20 40 60 80 100

"Club Drugs"

Heroin

 Diverted
Pharmaceut icals

Cocaine/ "crack"

M arijuana

Alcohol

M ethamphetamine

Percent
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Chart 4.  Median Level of Harm
of all Drugs for each Region

Region 2   22.97
Region 4   23.87
Region 1   24.37
Region 6   24.82
Region 5   24.93
Region 3   24.97

Harmfulness by Region
Table  7 compares the level of harm associated
with each drug by region.
• Region 3 had the highest percentage who
listed alcohol, cocaine, heroin, and club drugs
as harmful in their jurisdiction.
• Region 6 had the highest percentage wor-
ried about the harmfulness of marijuana.
• 100% of all respondents from regions
1, 3, and 5 listed methamphetamine as either
most harmful or harmful in their jurisdiction.

Although all responses were similar, Region
3 had the highest mean score for all the drugs
listed than other regions (Chart 4).  Therefore,
respondents from region 3 were more likely
to give the drugs a higher harmfulness rating
than respondents from other regions.

Table 6.  Level of Harm of Drugs by Occupation

Drug: Judicial
Law 

Enforcement Prosecutor
Public 

Defender
Probation

/Parole
Statewide 
Average

Alcohol 93.85 91.97 94.12 83.33 94.74 92.31

M arijuana 69.23 84.06 67.65 55.56 68.42 75.55

Cocaine/"crack" 67.69 63.77 47.06 33.33 63.16 60.58

M ethamphetamine 98.46 97.83 91.18 94.44 100 97.08

 Heroin 52.31 47.83 26.47 33.33 52.63 45.62

"Club Drugs"  49.23 43.06 23.53 52.63 63.16 42.86

Diverted 
Pharmaceuticals 44.62 58.69 41.18 27.77 52.63 50.73

Sample Size 64 138 34 18 19 273

Table 7. Level of Harm of Drugs by Region

Drug :
Region  

1
Region 

2
Region 

3
Region 

4
Region 

5
Region 

6
Statewide 
A verag e

A lcoho l 9 1.4 3 8 6 .11 94 .0 3 9 3 .3 3 9 3 .4 8 9 3 .18 9 2 .3 1

M arijuana 8 2 .8 6 61.11 62 .6 9 77.78 8 5.11 8 8 .6 4 75.55

Cocaine/ " crack" 6 5.71 4 1.6 7 70 .15 4 4 .4 4 6 1.3 6 6 0 .58 6 0 .74

M ethamp hetamine 10 0 9 1.6 7 10 0 9 3 .3 3 10 0 9 5.4 5 9 7.0 8

 Heroin 3 7.14 3 0 .56 6 4 .18 4 6 .8 1 4 0 .9 1 4 5.6 2 4 5.9 3

"C lub Drugs"  4 0 .0 0 3 0 .56 49 .2 5 4 0 .0 0 4 7.72 4 2 .2 2 4 2 .8 6

Diver ted  
Pharmaceut icals 54 .2 9 6 2 .8 6 40 .9 0 4 0 .0 0 54 .3 5 6 0 .4 7 50 .74

Sample Size 35 3 6 6 7 4 5 47 4 4 2 74

Occupation: Mean
Judicial 24.91
Law Enforcement 24.94
Probation/Parole 25.32
Prosecutor 22.50
Public Defender 21.33
Mean 24.42

Table 8. Level of Harm of
Drugs by Profession

1

2

3 4
5

6

As shown on table 8, judges and law enforce-
ment tied for marking more of the drugs listed
as harmful compared to other groups.  Overall,
public defenders were more likely to mark the
drugs as less harmful with a mean score of 21.33
(out of 35).
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Change in Resources:  Have
you Experienced a Change in
the Amount of Resources you
have Available to Help Com-
bat the Drug Problem?
Charts 5 and 6 and Tables 9 and 10 show the
large amount of resources (time and money)
everyone surveyed indicated they spend on
methamphetamine versus other drugs.   The
second and third most resource draining
drugs were alcohol and marijuana.

Resource Drain by Occupation
• As shown on table 9, law enforcement
had a higher proportion of individuals indi-
cating they spend more to most of their time
dealing with marijuana (76.64%), cocaine
(47.76%), and diverted pharmaceuticals
(29.93%) than any other group.
• Prosecutors had the highest percent
saying they spend more time dealing with al-
cohol.

• Probation and parole officers had the
highest percent saying they spend more time/
money dealing with problems from meth,
heroin, and club drugs.

Chart 5. Amount of resources, time and money spent on the following drugs:

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Alcohol Marijuana Cocaine Meth Heroin "Club Drugs" Diverted
Pharm.

Most time/money More time/money neutral time/money less time/money Least time/money

Drug s:
Region 

1
Region 

2
Reg ion 

3
Region 

4
Region 

5
Region 

6
Statewide 
Average

A lco ho l 91.43 86 .11 89 .55 91.11 89 .3 6 8 1.4 88 .2 4

M arijuana 74 .29 63 .89 62 .12 64 .4 4 78 .72 76 .74 69 .4 8

Cocaine 22 .86 25.00 39 .06 33 .3 3 40 .4 3 43 .9 3 5.0 7

M et h 94 .29 83 .33 98 .51 88 .8 9 89 .3 6 90 .7 9 1.58

Hero in 5.88 13 .89 28 .36 20 .4 5 13 .04 2 7.91 19 .6 3

Club Drugs 14 .29 8 .3 3 24 .24 13 .3 3 14 .89 2 5.58 17.6 5

Diverted 
Pharmaceut icals 17.14 22 .22 20 .89 17.78 2 7.66 3 7.21 23 .8 1

Sample Size 3 5 3 6 6 7 45 47 43 273

Table 9. Percent Who Spend More to Most of Their
Time and Money Dealing with the Following Drugs

Table 10.  Percent Who Spend More to Most of Their
Time and Money Dealing with the Following Drugs

Drug Judicial
Law 

Enforcement Prosecutor
Public 

Defender
Probat ion/

Parole
Statewide 
A verage

Alcoho l 93 .85 85.40 94.12 77.78 89.47 88.28

M arijuana 68.75 76.64 64.71 50.00 47.37 69.49

Cocaine 25.00 47.76 14.71 11.11 38.89 35.07

M et h 90 .77 91.98 85.29 94.44 100.00 91.58

Heroin 14.06 25.93 2 .94 16.67 26.32 19.63

Club Drugs 13.85 22.79 5.88 5.56 26.32 17.65

Diverted 
Pharmaceuticals 10 .77 29.93 26.47 16.67 26.32 23.81

Sample Size 65 137 34 18 19 273
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Drug Relationships in NIBRS
Data
Table 11 lists the amount of drugs seized by
year in Idaho taken from the NIBRS database.
This information shows the amount of mari-
juana being seized has gone down since 1999,
the total amount of cocaine being seized has
increased, the amount of meth seized has lev-
eled off from a high in 1999, and heroin has
also leveled off from a high in 1999.

Based on this information, it can be suggested
that police efforts are uncovering a smaller
number of drugs today than in the past.  It
also appears that although meth is considered
to be an extreme drain on resources, the
amount being uncovered has gone down.  It
should not, however, be estimated that the ac-
tual amount of drugs existing on the street is
smaller simply because the overall amount
seized has gone down.  This may only be an
indication that police efforts are focused on
other areas at this time.

 As shown on Chart 6, the region reporting
the highest level of resource drain by all the

drugs combined
was region 6; the
lowest was re-
gion 2.  The
mean average
for the state was
22.58 out of a
possible 40.

Chart 6. Resource Drain by
Region

Region 2   21.31
Region 1   21.79
Region 4   22.23
Region 3   22.78
Region 5   22.80
Region 6   24.05
Mean       22.58

Resource Drain by Region
Table 10 indicates the percent from each re-
gion who spent more to most of their time
dealing with problems associated with differ-
ent drugs.
• Regions 2 and 4 had alcohol, rather
than meth as their top resource draining drug.
• Region 5 had a tie between alcohol and
meth as using more to most of their time and
money.
• Regions 1 and 4 had the highest per-
cent saying they spend time/money on prob-
lems with alcohol.
• Region 3 had the highest percent us-
ing more to most of their resources on meth
and heroin.
• Region 5 had the highest percent say-
ing they spend time on marijuana.
• Region 6 had the highest percent say-
ing they spend more  to most of their re-
sources on cocaine, club drugs, and diverted
pharmaceuticals.

1

2

3
4

5

6

Table 11. Number of Drugs Seized by Year

Year Marijuana (lb)
Cocaine/ 
crack (lb) Meth (lb) Heroin (g)

1998 418.80 6.25 109.80 94.20

1999 1141.60 7.28 152.30 230.00

2000 1159.30 11.30 92.00 112.30

2001 664.80 9.95 148.40 70.90

2002 487.40 24.30 126.30 227.00

Total 3871.9 lbs 59.08 lbs 628.8 lbs. 734.4 g
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erty crimes that occur and whether the per-
son was or was not a drug addict was not re-
corded.  Therefore, an understanding of the
nature of the motives of the drug user is be-
yond the scope of this report.

Crimes Against Person and Property in NIBRS
Information gathered at the scene of the crime
does give an indication of whether the report-
ing officer thought the person was under the
influence of drugs and/or alcohol during the
commission of the crime (Table 12).   Although
this still does not tell whether the person was
a drug addict and was committing the crime
to obtain more drugs, it does help estimate
whether alcohol and/or drugs were a factor
in the behavior of the criminal.

From this information, it does not appear
there has been an increase in crimes commit-
ted while the offender is under the influence
of drugs and/or alcohol.   In fact, a slightly
smaller percent of all type “A” offenses (in-
cluding crimes against person, property and
society that are recorded at the time of the
incident versus only after an arrest is made)
were committed under the influence of either
drugs and/or alcohol since 1999 in compari-

What are the Two or Three
Most Serious Consequences of
Drug Abuse in your Commu-
nity?
When asked what the two or three most seri-
ous consequences of drug abuse in their com-
munity were, a variety of responses were re-
corded.  The themes noted most often in-
cluded: (1) the increase in property and vio-
lent crime; (2) family violence - including child
neglect and spousal abuse; (3) the health and
treatment costs to society; (4) the loss of the
person as they become an unproductive citi-
zen; (5) the breakdown of the family; and (6)
vehicle accidents associated with drug use.

Property Crimes in the NIBRS Database
As shown on Chart 8, although there is a high
perception that there are more property
crimes committed because of an increasing
drug problem in the state of Idaho, in actual-
ity the number of property crimes has gone
down.  Although there has been a slight 7%
increase since 1999, the total number is still
17% lower than in 1995.  This does not give us
any reason to believe drug users are commit-
ting more crimes than in the past.  However,
the relationship between the number of prop-

Chart 8.  Total Crimes Against Property From 1995 - 2002
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Drug Trends:  From 5 Years
Ago, Have you Noticed any
Changes in Drug Trends?
Table 13 gives a summary of the current drug
trends different professionals have noticed
concerning any changes in drug preference,
age of drug abuse, sex of the abuser, the
public’s opinion concerning drug users,
changes in sentencing of drug offenders, the
behavior of drug offenders, and any changes
in federally funded programs.

son to 2002 (11.4% to 11.1%).  Most of the
crimes against persons and property on table
12 had a smaller percent of offenders who
were under the influence at the time. Al-
though criminal behavior and drug usage
may be related, it does not appear many indi-
viduals are committing these acts while be-
ing influenced by drugs.  However, other data
must be looked at to determine the true ex-
tent of drug usage and its effect upon crimi-
nal behavior.

Table 12.  Percentage of Crimes Against Persons and
Property Committed While Offender is Suspected of
Being Under the Influence of Either Drugs  and/or
Alcohol
Crimes Against Persons 1999 2000 2001 2002

Murder 20.8 18.8 6.9 14.7

Forcible Rape 22.8 23.2 29.3 16.6

Forcible Sodomy 14.0 20.7 5.1 4.8

Sexual Assault with Object 20.8 14.3 22.2 12.5

Forcible Fondling 4.6 3.6 5.7 3.7

Aggravated Assault 22.5 21.2 22.6 20.8

Simple Assault 18.2 19.1 19.6 17.7

Intimidation 5.1 4.1 3.7 4.7

Kidnaping/Abduction 18.5 9.3 12.9 8.9

Incest 0 27.3 0 7.1

Statutory Rape 16 10.9 11 10.8

Crimes Against Property 1999 2000 2001 2002

Robbery 8.5 9 7.7 7.5

Burglary/Breaking and Entering 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5

Larceny/Theft Offenses 1.5 1.1 1 1.2

Motor Vehicle Theft 2.1 2.9 1.6 1.6

Arson 1.8 2.5 1.7 1.2

Destruction of Property 2.7 2.9 2.4 2.4

Counterfeit/Forgery 1.3 0.9 0.8 1.3

Fraud Offense 2.4 1.9 2 2.3

Embezzlement 0.7 0 0.9 0.7

Extortion/Blackmail 5.3 0 6.3 0

Bribery 33.3 0 0 100

Stolen Property Offenses 8.5 10.4 11.9 10.2

 % of All Type "A" Offenses 11.4 11.2 10.7 11.1

Note:  Crimes against society were left off the table,
but are included in the % of all type “A” offenses.

Table 13.  Perceptions of Change in Drug Abuse and
Behavior

Have you not iced a change in user drug of 
preference?  

Yes = 
63.53

No = 
36.47

Have you not iced a change in the age of 
the average drug abuser?  

Yes = 
44.87

No = 
55.13

Have you not iced a change in the sex of 
the average drug abuser?  

Yes = 
34.22

No = 
65.78

Have you not iced a change in the publics’ 
opinion of drug users?  

Yes = 
32.95

No = 
67.05

Have you not iced a change in sentencing 
of drug offenders?  

Yes = 
48.67

No = 
51.33

G.  Have you not iced a change in the 
overa ll behav ior of drug offenders?

Yes = 
45.63

No = 
54.37

H.  Have you not iced a change in federally  
funded programs?

Yes = 
37.21

No = 
62.79

Drug Trends:

Drug choice changed from either marijuana (41% ), or 
cocaine (35% ), to meth (94% )

Different age ranges were listed, 95%  referred to them 
as younger.

44%  said less funding available,  or none, 20%  said more 
funding, 15%  said more emphasis on drug courts, 5%  
gone from incarceration to treatment.

98%  said there are more fema les doing drugs

4 top answers:  More tolerant,  less to lerant,  want more 
treatment/rehabilitat ion, and don't realize there 's a  
problem. 

3 top answers:  Use of drug court, more lenient,  and 
more treatment/rehabilitat ion., and tougher/more 
severe.

68%  said more violent/aggressive .   Other top answers 
were more addiction, more don't care about the 
outcome, and more are open with their drug abuse.
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• Law Enforcement:  (1) Less toler-
ant (2) More tolerant, easier on crimi-
nals
• Prosecutor:  (1) Want more treat-
ment/rehabilitation, (2) Are less toler-
ant
• Public Defender: (1) Want more
treatment/rehabilitation, (2) More tol-
erant/easier on criminals

• Probation:  (1) More tolerant/easier on
criminals, (2) Less tolerant of criminals

43.67% had noticed a change in the sentencing
of drug offenders.  By occupation, the most com-
mon responses were:
• Judicial: (1) More drug courts, (2)  More
treatment/rehab, (3) Tougher, more severe
• Law Enforcement:  (1) Drug Court, (2)
More lenient (3) Tougher/ more severe
• Prosecutor:  (1) More lenient (2) Tougher,
more severe, (3) Drug Court
• Public Defender:  (1) Drug Court (2)
Tougher, more severe, (3) More time/ longer sen-
tence
• Probation:  (1) More lenient, (2) Tougher/
more severe, (3) Treatment/rehab

45.63% had noticed a change in the overall be-
havior of drug offenders.  All occupations listed
drug abusers as getting more violent/aggressive.

31.21% had noticed a change in federally funded
programs and the most common response was
that there is less funding available
A higher percentage of judges and law enforce-
ment had noticed a change in user drug of pref-
erence, than any other category. Over half of all
prosecutors and public defenders had noticed a

Drug Trends by Occupation
Tables 14 and 15 refer to the percentage who
have witnessed changes by profession and re-
gion.    63.53% of the respondents had noticed a
change in the drug of preference over the last
five years.   The following changes were the most
common responses by occupation:
• Judicial:  From cocaine to meth
• Law Enforcement:  From marijuana to

meth
• Prosecutor:  From marijuana to meth
• Public Defender:  From cocaine to meth
• Probation:  From marijuana to meth

44.87% of respondents had noticed a change in
age of drug abusers, with most everyone refer-
ring to them as getting younger (95%).

34.22% said the sex of the average drug abuser
is changing.  The most common response was
that more females are doing drugs.

There were varied answers to whether the
public’s opinion of drug abusers has changed in
the last five years.  By occupation, the most com-
mon responses were:
• Judicial:  (1) Becoming more tolerant/
easier on criminals, (2) Want more treatment/
rehabilitation

Table 14.  Perceptions of Change in Drug Abuse and Behavior by
Profession

Per cent Who Have 

Noticed Changesi n 

the Fol l owi ng:

User  Dr ug of  

Pr ef er ence Age Sex

Publ i c 's 

Opi ni on Sentenci ng

Behavi or  

of  Dr ug 

Addic ts

Feder al l y  

Funded 

Pr ogr ams

Sampl e 

Size

Judic ial 69.84 47.54 38.33 24.59 60.66 38.71 35.59 61

Law Enf or cement 69.12 46.67 32.35 36.03 38.52 48.51 41.79 136

Pr osecutor 33.33 39.39 30.30 33.33 57.58 42.42 15.63 33

Publ i c Def ender 50.00 33.33 16.67 22.22 55.56 22.22 16.67 18

Pr obati on/ Par ol e 73.68 47.37 57.89 47.37 52.63 78.95 61.11 19

Statewi de Aver age 63.94 45.11 34.21 32.96 48.12 45.86 36.78 267
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change in sentencing, more than any other
change.  Probation officers were most likely to
have noted a change in the behavior of drug ad-
dicts than other trends (78.95%).

Probation officers had a higher percent notic-
ing all the changes listed than other occupations.

Drug Trends by Region
All regions were most likely to notice a change
in user drug of preference than any other
change over the last five years.
• Region 1 had the highest percentage say-
ing they have seen a change in the behavior of
drug addicts.
• Region 2 had the highest number say-
ing they have seen a change in the public’s opin-
ion toward drugs.
• Region 4 had the highest percentage of
people who have noticed a change in user drug
of preference and change in sex over the last 5
years.
• A larger percentage of people from Re-
gion 5 have noticed a change in the age of drug
abusers than other regions.
• Region 6 had a higher percentage report-
ing to have seen a change in sentencing and in

federally funded programs over the
last five years.

Drug Trends in NIBRS Data
Chart 8 lists the total number of DUI
and drug violation arrests for 1998
through 2002.  As is apparent by the
chart, the total number of DUI arrests
has gone down slightly since 1998 by

8%, while the total number of drug violation
charges has gone up by 5%.

Tables 16 and 17 list the total number of DUI
and drug violations arrests by region.  Since
1998, all regions except  for Region 1 decreased
in the number of DUI arrests.  For drug viola-

Chart 8.  Total Number of DUI Arrests and Drug
Violations

Table 15. Perceptions of Change in Drug Abuse and Behavior by
Region
Percent  

Not icing 

Changes in the 

Following:

User Drug of  

Pref erence Age Sex

Public's 

Opinion Sent encing

Behavior of 

Drug 

Addict s

Federally 

Funded 

Programs

Sample 

Size

Region 1 62.86 42.86 40.00 37.14 57.14 57.14 48.57 35

Region 2 55.88 44.12 17.65 41.18 29.41 35.29 21.21 34

Region 3 56.06 35.38 27.69 27.69 46.15 41.54 38.10 65

Region 4 75.56 52.27 42.22 26.67 44.44 53.33 36.36 45

Region 5 70.21 53.19 39.13 38.30 53.19 52.17 26.09 47

Region 6 64.29 46.34 39.02 31.71 57.50 36.59 50.00 41

Stat ewide 

Average 63.94 45.11 34.21 32.96 48.12 45.86 36.78 267
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als who are doing drugs has gone down, charts
10 and 11 depict the fact that the ages of those
who are arrested for drug violations or DUI has
virtually stayed the same in the last five years.
It is interesting to note that the average age of a
DUI arrestee is about 7 years above that of a
drug user (34 for DUI versus 27 for drugs).  Ob-
viously, the age of the drug user  plays a large
role in determining what drug they are abus-
ing.

Again, as chart 11 points out, the proportion of
juveniles being arrested versus adults is declin-
ing.  Although the same amount of crime may
be being committed by this group, for whatever

tions, all regions except 1 and 4 experienced an
increase in the percent change from 1998 to 2002.
Region 6 had the highest percent change in drug
incidents (34%).  Although  not descriptive of
what type of drug most violators are abusing,
this does show the perception is correct that a
change is occurring.  The numbers abusing al-
cohol versus other drugs appears to be going
down.

Age Trends in NIBRS Data
The trend of the age of offenders has varied
somewhat over the last five years.  As shown
on chart 9, the percent of juveniles compris-
ing the total number of offenders has declined
since 1998.

Chart 10 shows the average age of all DUI ver-
sus drug violation offenders.  Although the re-
spondents to the survey felt the age of individu-

Table 16. Total Number of DUI Arrests by Region

DUI A rrests 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

%  
Change

Region 1 1966 2165 2005 1913 2041 3 .0

Reg ion 2 1025 1039 811 766 869 -15.0

Reg ion 3 3954 3975 3803 3749 3575 -9.5

Reg ion 4 1532 1516 1443 1388 1311 -14.0

Reg ion 5 1665 1664 1670 1461 1508 -9.4

Reg ion 6 992 900 915 891 951 -4.0

Statewide 11134 11259 10647 10168 10255 -8.0

Chart 9. Percentage of Overall Offenders Who are
Juveniles
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Chart 10.  Mean Age of DUI Versus Drug Violation
Offenders
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Drug 
Violations 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

% 
Change

Region 1 985 893 928 894 932 -5.4

Region 2 254 257 261 265 292 14.9

Region 3 2308 2436 2346 2451 2309 0.04

Region 4 731 645 590 634 684 -6.0

Region 5 584 704 877 694 747 27.2

Region 6 550 533 615 581 739 34.3

Statewide 5412 5468 5617 5519 5703 5.3

Table 17.  Total Number of Drug Violation Arrests
by Region
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reason they are not being arrested at the same
extent as adults.  While looking at the compari-
son between the age of offenders, it should also
be noted that in Idaho, 71.5% of the population
is over 18.  Keeping this in mind, it is apparent
that since 1998 a slightly smaller proportion of
juveniles is being arrested than exists in the gen-
eral population.

Chart 11 also indicates the percent of drug vio-
lation offenders that are juveniles has decreased
considerably since a peak in 1996, where 23%
of the drug violation arrests were of persons un-
der 18. Again, keeping in mind that juveniles
compose 29% of the  population, a much smaller
proportion of this group is offending than those
18 and above.

As shown on tables 18 and 19, the average
age of DUI arrestees and drug violation
arrestees differs by region.  Year by year, Re-
gion 1 has had the oldest group, and Region
3 has slightly younger arrestees for DUI’s.
For Drug Violations, Regions 2  and 6 tend
to have the youngest arrestees.

Table 18. Average age of DUI Arrestees by Region
DUI 
Arrests 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Region 1 35.9 36.4 35.5 35.4 36.0

Region 2 34.4 34.0 34.7 34.0 33.6

Region 3 33.5 33.0 33.1 32.8 33.1

Region 4 33.8 34.3 34.4 33.5 33.6

Region 5 32.9 34.0 33.6 33.6 33.3

Region 6 34.1 34.4 34.3 33.8 33.4

Statewide 34.02 34.2 34.0 33.7 33.8

Table 19. Average Age of Drug Violation Arrestees
by Region
Drug 
Violations 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Region 1 27.0 27.5 27.7 27.2 27.1

Region 2 24.8 25.4 25.5 25.4 24.5

Region 3 27.0 27.5 26.8 26.7 27.0

Region 4 27.6 27.2 27.0 26.3 27.0

Region 5 25.0 26.4 26.7 26.5 26.2

Region 6 24.3 24.8 26.6 24.2 25.8

Statewide 26.5 27.0 26.9 26.4 26.6
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Change in Resources:  Have you
experienced a Change in the
Amount of Resources you Have
Available to Help Combat the
Drug Problem?
Chart 13  and tables 22 and 23 depict the
change in resources that has occurred for
many agencies over the last five years.  Over-
all, 29.39% of all the professionals surveyed
reported to have more money available since five
years ago; 34.73% reported to have the same
amount of money; and 35.87% said they had
less.  49.81% of respondents said they had more
trained experts in the area of drug enforcement/
management than five years ago; 32.7% said

Sex Trends in NIBRS Data
Chart 12 and tables 20 and 21 show the trend of
female offenders for DUI and drug violations
arrests.   Females arrested for DUIs have declined
by 2.3% since 1998, while females arrested for
drug violations have risen by 12.1%.
• Regions 5 and 6 have had the highest per-
cent increases (56.1% and 61.9%) since 1998 of
female drug violation arrests.
• Region 1 has had the highest percent
change in female DUI arrests (15.4%).
• Region 4 has had the greatest decreases
in both female DUI and drug violation arrests.
• In 2002, females made up 19% of all DUI
arrests and 24% of all drug violation
 arrests.
This information shows that females are being
arrested for drug violations at a higher rate than
in the past.  Therefore, the perceptions of those
taking the survey are validated from the NIBRS
data.
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Chart 12. Five  Year Trend of  Female DUI and
Drug Violation Arrestees

Table 20. Number of Female DUI Arrestees  by Region
DUI 
Arrests 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

% 
Change

Region 1 351 452 381 399 405 15.4

Region 2 202 229 163 166 178 -11.9

Region 3 668 627 655 620 669 0.1

Region 4 237 244 238 206 199 -16.0

Region 5 323 310 306 296 312 -3.4

Region 6 173 167 158 150 147 -15.0

Statewide 1954 2029 1901 1837 1910 -2.3

% of total 18 18 18 18 19 5.6

Table 21.  Number of Female Drug Violation Arrestees
by Region
Drug 
Vio la t ions 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

%  
Change

Reg ion 1 230 205 200 222 210 -8.7

Reg ion 2 63 47 55 68 60 -4.8

Reg ion 3 487 494 541 571 540 10.9

Reg ion 4 172 142 125 148 141 -18

Reg ion 5 132 161 199 182 206 56.1

Reg ion 6 118 126 154 133 191 61.9

Statewide 1202 1175 1274 1324 1348 12.1

%  of  tota l 22 21 23 24 24 9.1
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they had the same amount; and 17.9% said they
had less trained experts.  33.08% reported to
have more drug treatment sources than five
years ago; 39.92% said they had the same
amount; and 27% reported to have less.

Change in Resources by Occupation
• Judges had the highest percentage say-
ing they had more money and more drug treat-
ment available.
• Law Enforcement and judges were
equally likely to say they had more trained ex-
perts than five years ago.
• Public defenders reported to have the
least amount of change in resources from five
years ago.  No public defenders reported to have
more money, only 14.29% said they have more
trained experts, and only 13.33% reported there
are more drug treatment sources available to-
day compared to five years ago.

Change in Resources by Region
• Region 4 had the highest percent say-
ing they have more money and more drug treat-
ment available today compared to five years
ago.
• Region 6 had the most saying they have
more trained experts.

Chart 13.  Change in Amount of Resources from
Five Years Ago

Table 23. Percentage Reporting to have More Re-
sources

Table 22. Percentage Reporting to have More  Re-
sources

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Money

Expert
workers

Drug
treatment

A Lot More More The Same Less A Lot Less

More Money Experts
Drug 

Treatment
Sample 

Size

Judicial 45.9 52.46 50.00 61

Law Enforcement 26.67 52.94 26.67 136

Prosecutor 25.00 48.48 31.25 33

Public Defender 0 14.29 13.33 14

Probation/Parole 26.32 47.37 42.11 19

Statewide Average 29.39 49.81 33.08 263

More Money Experts
Drug 

Treatment
Sample 

Size

Region 1 26.47 47.06 35.29 34

Region 2 26.47 41.18 15.15 34

Region 3 23.44 40.63 38.46 64
Region 4 37.21 54.76 42.86 42

Region 5 32.61 55.32 25.53 47

Region 6 31.71 61.90 35.71 42

Statewide 
Average 29.39 49.81 33.08 263
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Availability and Quality of Cur-
rent Prevention Measures:  In-
dicate if the Following Mea-
sures are Available in your Ju-
risdiction.  If Yes, Rank How
Effective you Feel They are at
Preventing Drug Abuse.
Tables 24, 25 and 26 show how respondents
felt about the availability and quality of drug
prevention programs currently in place.
• 90.67% said there are drug prevention
programs in schools in their area, 56.57% said
these programs are effective to highly effec-
tive.
• 85.53% said there are alcohol prevention
programs in schools, and 50% said that these
are effective to highly effective.
• 83.19% said they have drug alcohol
treatment available for offenders, and 51.63%
said this treatment is effective.
• 75.98% reported to have social services
for delinquent juveniles with drug or alcohol
problems available and 51.56% reported that

they are effective.
• Slightly less than half, or 49.33% reported
to have community or citizen groups formed to
prevent drug problems, and 37.77% said these
are effective to highly effective.

Effectiveness of Programs Versus Respon-
dents’ Occupation
Judges, law enforcement, public defenders, and
probation officers scored community groups
formed to prevent drug/alcohol problems as the
least effective prevention method.  Prosecutors
scored alcohol prevention programs in schools
as least effective.

For each group the most effective prevention
methods were noted to be:
• Law enforcement, prosecutors, and pro-
bation officers = the data used for assessing drug
problems
• Public defenders  = other drug/alcohol
prevention programs
• Judges = social services for delinquent ju-
veniles who already have drug/alcohol prob-
lems

Table 25. Percent Saying Programs in Their Area are
Only Somewhat to Not Effective

Program: Judicial

Law 

Enf orcement Prosecutor

Public 

Def ender

Probation

/Parole

S t atewide 

Average

Drug prevent ion 

Programs in schools
49.12 34.75 44.44 50 70.59 42.92

Alcohol prevent ion 

programs in schools
55.77 40.37 59.26 58.33 66.67 49.30

Ot her drug/alcohol 

prevent ion programs
54.05 48.65 44.44 33.33 58.33 49.33

Drug/alcohol 

t r eatment  fo r  

of f enders

31.15 57.73 44.44 46.67 61.11 48.17

Social Services f or 

Juveniles who have 

Drug or Alcohol 

Problems

29.41 56.84 50 53.85 57.14 48.72

Communit y  Groups 66.67 58.46 45.45 66.67 81.82 62.22

Data  fo r  Assessing 

Drug Problems
38.46 26.92 41.67 83.33 50 35.37

Sample Size 12 34 87 85 15 233

Table 24. Availability and Quality of Current Drug
Prevention Programs

Yes No

Highly 

Ef f ect ive

Slightly 

More 

Ef f ective Ef f ective

Somewhat  

Ef f ect ive

Not  

Ef f ective

Drug Prevent ion 

Programs in Schools:
90.67 9.32 4.82 14.47 37.28 36.84 6.58

Alcohol Prevention 

Programs in Schools: 85.53 14.47 4.29 12.38 33.33 44.76 5.24

Ot her Drug/ alcohol 

prevent ion programs: 26.33 16.53 4.79 14.38 30.82 45.89 4.11

 Drug/ alcohol t reatment 

f or Of f enders:
83.19 16.81 3.25 23.26 25.12 43.72 4.65

Social Services f or 

Delinquent Juveniles 

who have Drug or 

Alcohol Problems:

75.98 24.02 4.69 19.79 27.08 41.67 6.77

Community or Cit izen 

Groups Formed t o 

Prevent  or Combat  

Drug/Alcohol Problems:

49.33 50.67 2.96 12.59 22.22 48.15 14.07

Dat a you use f or 

assessing drug problems. 53.81 46.19 4.86 27.08 32.64 27.78 7.64

Availability and Quality of  Current Prevent ion Measures:

Availabilit y Qual i ty
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Chart 14. Overall Score of Quality of
Prevention Measures for Each Region

Region 2  17.25
Region 5  18.64
Region 4  19.00
Region 3  20.33
Region 6  21.00
Region 1  22.13
Mean       19.95

Table 26. Percent saying current prevention mea-
sures are only somewhat effective to not effective

Effectiveness of Programs Versus Respon-
dents’ Region
The top effective vs. least effective measures of
prevention for each region were
Region 1:  Drug prevention programs in schools
vs. community groups
Region 2:  Data used for assessing drug prob-
lems vs. alcohol prevention programs in
schools
Region 3:  Data used for assessing drug prob-
lems vs. community groups
Region 4:  Data used for assessing drug prob-
lems vs. drug prevention programs in schools
Region 5:  Drug prevention programs in schools
vs. community groups
Region 6:  Data used for assessing drug prob-
lems vs. community groups

By combining all the scores, law enforcement,
prosecutors and judges were the most posi-
tive overall about the quality of current pre-
vention programs.  Probation officers and
public defenders were less positive (Table 27).

L a t a h

TwinTwin
F a l l sF a l l s

C a m a sC a m a s

T

1

2

3
4 5

6

Prog ram:

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

S ta tew ide  

Average

Drug prevention 
p rog rams in scho o ls

3 2 .14 50 .0 0 52 .6 3 57.58 3 6 .3 6 2 5.6 4 4 2 .9 2

Alcoho l  p revent ion 

p rograms in schoo ls
41.38 70.00 58.82 53.33 38.09 33.33 49.30

Other drug/alcohol 
p revent ion p rog rams

3 3 .3 3 55.56 52 .50 53 .8 5 4 1.3 8 54 .54 4 9 .3 3

Drug/ a lcohol  t r e a t m e n t  

f o r  o f f e n d e r s
40.00 53.13 60.00 53.13 40.54 34.38 48.17

Social Services f o r  
d elinq uent  juveniles 
w ho  have d rug  o r 
alco ho l problems

3 7.9 3 6 2 .50 57.14 53 .3 3 3 7.14 4 2 .8 6 4 8 .72

Communi t y  Groups 45.45 62.50 72.98 55.00 69.57 58.82 62.22

D at a yo u use f o r  
assessing  d r ug  
p rob lems.

3 8 .4 6 2 0 .0 0 3 9 .4 7 4 1.6 7 4 0 .0 0 2 1.0 5 3 5.3 7

Samp le  S ize 30 32 55 32 37 32 218

Table 27.  Average Score of
Quality of Prevention
Measures for Each Occupa-
tion

Occupation: Mean
Probation/Parole 18.60
Public Defender 18.75
Judicial 20.11
Prosecutor 20.17
Law Enforcement 20.21
Mean 19.95

Chart 14 gives the average score from each re-
gion after combining all the values entered for
the respondents’ satisfaction with the quality of
current prevention  programs in their areas.
Region 2 rated the quality of their programs as
the least effective overall , while Region 1 had
the most scoring their programs as more effec-
tive.
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Ways of Reducing the Problem:  How
Likely do you Feel the following List of
Elements Will be at Reducing the Drug
Problem in your Jurisdiction?
When asked how likely a list of elements
would be at reducing the drug problem, the
top three responses were (1) increased empha-
sis on apprehending/prosecuting drug dis-
tributors (83.52%), (2) inpatient treatment
(78.20%), and (3) increased emphasis on ap-
prehending/prosecuting drug dealers
(77.98%) (Chart 15).

Ways of Reducing the Problem by Respon-
dents’ Occupation
Table 28 shows the percent who felt the pro-
grams listed would more to most likely help
fight drugs.
• Judges felt most strongly that rehabili-
tation for drug abusers  (95.38%), community
residential drug treatment programs for of-
fenders (92.06%), and inpatient treatment
(90.63%) would help.

• Law Enforcement were most positive
about increased emphasis on apprehending/
prosecuting drug distributors (89.13%), in-
creased emphasis on apprehending/prosecut-
ing drug dealers (84.89%) and regional drug
task forces operated jointly by local agencies
(73.91%).
• Prosecutors surveyed felt that inpatient
treatment (84.85%), increased emphasis on ap-
prehending drug distributors (79.41%),  ap-
prehending drug dealers (73.53%), and drug
courts (73.53%) were more likely to help re-
duce the drug problem.
• Public Defenders ranked rehabilitation
programs teaching life/job/cognitive skills
(100%), inpatient treatment (94.44%), outpa-
tient treatment (88.89%) and community resi-
dential drug treatment (88.89%) higher than
other programs.

Chart 15. Ways of Reducing the problem:

53.56

57.73

65.29

65.67

66.16

67.17

70.79

74.07

77.98

83.52

78.20
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Programs in Schools

Drug Task Forces

Community  Resident ial Treatment

Out patient  Treatment

Drug Court s

Social Services f or Juveniles

Rehabilit at ion Programs

Apprehending Drug Dealers

Inpatient  Treatment

Apprehending Drug Distributors

Likely Neutral Not Likely

Table 28. Percentage Who Felt the Following Would
Most to More Likely Help the Drug Problem
Ways of Reducing the 
Problem: Judicial

Law 

Enf orcement Prosecut or

Public 

Def ender

Probation

/Parole

St atewide 

Average

Programs in Schools to 
Prevent Students’ Drug 
and Alcohol Use, such as 
DARE, or a School 
Resource Officer:

47.54 69.06 47.06 58.82 31.58 58.15

Increased Emphasis on 
Apprehending/prosecuting 
Drug Dealers:

76.19 84.89 73.53 38.89 84.21 78.34

Increased Emphasis on 
Apprehending/prosecuting 
Drug Distributors:

84.35 89.13 79.41 44.44 88.89 83.82

Expanded Capacity to 
Incarcerate Drug 
Offenders:

33.33 70.29 52.94 11.11 52.63 54.41

Regional Drug Task 
Forces Operated Jointly 
by Local Agencies:

56.25 73.91 58.82 38.89 73.68 65.57

Outpatient Drug Treatment 
Programs: 

88.71 51.80 61.76 88.89 83.33 66.05

Inpatient Treatment: 90.63 68.12 84.85 94.44 88.89 78.60

Drug Courts: 87.50 60.14 73.53 66.67 36.84 67.03

Community Residential 
Drug treatment Programs 
for Offenders:

92.06 48.20 64.71 88.89 78.95 65.20

Rehabilitation Programs 
that teach Drug Abusers 
Life/job/cognitive Skills:

95.38 59.71 67.65 100.00 89.47 73.82

Social services for 
Juveniles who Already 
Have Drug Problems:

83.87 64.75 67.65 83.33 57.89 70.22

Sample Size 65 139 34 18 19 275
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• The top responses given by probation of-
ficers were rehabilitation programs teaching life/
job cognitive skills (89.47%), inpatient treatment
(88.89%), increased emphasis on apprehending
drug distributors (88.89%) and increased em-
phasis on apprehending drug dealers (84.21%).

Ways of Reducing the Problem by Respon-
dents’ Region
Table 29 shows  what programs individuals
felt would help reduce the drug problem by
region.
• Individuals from Region 1 were most
positive about increased emphasis on appre-
hending/prosecuting drug distributors
(88.24%), inpatient treatment (85.29%), and
increased emphasis on apprehending/pros-
ecuting drug dealers (82.35%).
• Respondents from Region 2 tied be-
tween  inpatient treatment and apprehend-
ing drug distributors as the top means of re-
ducing the drug problem (75.00%).   The sec-
ond and top response was for apprehending
drug dealers (72.22%).
• Region 3’s top responses were appre-
hending drug distributors (83.58%), inpatient
treatment (82.09%), and outpatient treatment
(74.63%).
• Region 4 had a higher percentage say-
ing that apprehending drug distributors
(82.22%), apprehending drug dealers (77.78%)
and rehabilitations programs (73.33%) were
likely to help.
• Region 5’s top three responses were re-
habilitation programs (78.72%), social services
for juveniles (78.26%), and apprehending
drug distributors (76.60%).

• Region 6’s top responses were appre-
hending drug distributors (97.67%), appre-
hending drug dealers (93.18%), and rehabili-
tation programs (77.78%).

Table 29. Percent Who Felt the Following Would More
to Most Likely Help the Drug Problem
Ways of Reducing the 
Problem:

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

Statewide 

Average

Programs in Schools to 
Prevent  Students’ Drug and 
Alcohol Use, such as 
DARE, or a School 
Resource Off icer:

76.47 52.78 47.76 47.72 66.67 65.91 58.15

Increased Emphasis on 
Apprehending/prosecut ing 
Drug Dealers:

82.35 72.22 73.13 77.78 74.47 93.18 78.39

Increased Emphasis on 
Apprehending/prosecut ing 
Drug Distributors:

88.24 75 83.58 82.22 76.6 97.67 83.82

Expanded Capacity to 
Incarcerate Drug 
Of fenders:

52.94 47.22 49.25 59.09 53.19 65.91 5.41

Regional Drug Task Forces 
Operated Jointly by Local 
Agencies:

64.71 63.89 66.67 60 61.7 75.55 65.57

Outpat ient Drug Treatment  
Programs: 61.76 63.89 74.63 65.91 67.39 56.82 66.05

Inpatient Treatment: 85.29 75 82.09 80 73.91 74.42 78.6

Drug Courts: 73.53 57.14 66.18 70.45 70.21 64.44 67.03

Community Residential 
Drug treatment Programs 
for Of fenders:

73.53 57.14 73.53 62.22 63.83 56.82 65.2

Rehabilitation Programs 
that teach Drug Abusers 
Life/ job/cognitive Skills:

73.53 63.89 73.53 73.33 78.72 77.78 73.82

Social services for 
Juveniles who Already Have 
Drug Problems:

73.53 63.89 66.18 68.89 78.26 72.09 70.22

Sample Size 34 36 66 45 47 45 273
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How Crucial are the Following
Areas of Training for your Ju-
risdiction? (Asked of Law En-
forcement Only)
Law Enforcement personnel were asked ques-
tions about different needs they have  regard-
ing  training and resources.  Overall, the three
top training requests were for leadership
(67.41%), drug task force (66.92%), and grant
writing (64.44%) (Chart 16).

Training Needs by Region
Table 30 lists the percent from each region who
stated they either needed or needed most the
training elements listed.
• The top three requests from Region 1
were for new communications technology
(81.25%), grant writing (75.00%), and manag-

Chart 16.  Drug Enforcement Training Needs:
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ing informants (75.00%).
• The top three training areas
needed in Region 2 were  grant writ-
ing (66.67%), leadership training
(61.90%), and drug task force train-
ing (60.60%).
• Region  3 respondents said they
were most in need of leadership train-
ing (69.69%), drug task force
(60.60%), and new communications
technology (53.13%).
• Region 4’s top  training needs
were for leadership training (78.95%),
drug task force training (78.95%), and
grant writing (73.68%).
• Region 5’s top training needs were
for drug task force training (66.67%),
new communications technology
(66.67%), and grant writing (58.33%).
• Region 6 needed grant writing

(77.27%), new communications technology
(76.19%),  and managing informants (71.43%.

Table 30. Percent saying the following areas of training
are either needed or needed most in their area.

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

Sta tew ide  

Average

Evidence Handl ing and 

S to rage 50.00 45.00 35.29 47.37 41.67 40.90 42.22

Managing Inf ormant s 75.00 50.00 47.06 68.42 54.17 71.43 58.96

Forming Tact ical  Uni t s 68.75 45.00 45.45 57.89 54.17 59.09 53.73

Cr ime Ana lysis 56.25 45.00 51.52 52.63 50.00 57.14 51.88

New Communicat ions 

Technology 81.25 38.09 53.13 63.16 66.67 76.19 61.65

Communi ty  Po l ic ing 56.25 47.62 50.00 57.89 54.17 57.14 53.38

Civ i l  L iabi l i t y 31.25 42.86 30.30 42.11 29.17 18.18 31.86

Grant  Wr i t i ng 75.00 66.67 48.48 73.68 58.33 77.27 64.44

Use o f  Force 37.50 33.33 36.36 31.58 54.17 31.81 37.78

Leadership Tra in ing 68.75 61.90 69.69 78.95 62.50 63.63 67.41

Drug Task  Force 68.75 57.14 60.60 78.95 66.67 75.00 66.92

Cour t r o o m  S e c u r i t y 6.25 23.81 3.03 26.32 25.00 22.72 17.04

Dispatcher  Tra in ing 43.75 33.33 36.36 31.58 37.50 40.91 37.04

Homeland Secur i t y 50.00 28.57 18.18 33.33 37.50 36.36 32.09

Hazardous Mater ia ls 50.00 42.86 30.30 42.11 29.17 54.54 40.00

Sta tewide Tot al 16 21 33 19 24 22 135
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What have been the biggest obstacles in pro-
viding training for your officers?

The three most common responses to a ques-
tion regarding the biggest obstacles in provid-
ing training for officers, were “time,”
“money,” and “the manpower to replace those
at training.”

How Much are the Following
Programs Needed in Your Area
in Fighting Drugs
When asked to decide how much the pro-
grams listed in chart 17 and tables 31 and 32
were needed in their area to fight drugs, the
three top responses were development of in-
formation systems to share data within orga-
nization and with surrounding organizations
(75.54%), multi-jurisdictional task forces
(73.19%) and school resource officers (70.50%)
(Chart 17).

Need for Programs by Region
• From Region 1, the top needs for drug
programs were for a school resource officer
(94.12%), community awareness - classes/pre-
sentations to community groups (88.24%), and
DUI enforcement (82.35%).
• Region 2’s top needs were for K-9 han-
dlers (76.19%), community awareness classes
(71.43%) and DUI enforcement (66.67%).
• Region 3’s top three responses to how
much the following programs are needed in
their area  were for information sharing systems
(80.56%), multi-jurisdictional task force
(71.43%), with a tie between the number indi-
cating K-9 handlers,  development of secure com-
munications, and school resource officer
(65.71%).
• Region 4 indicated a high need for  multi-
jurisdictional task forces (84.21%), information
systems to share data (84.21%), and community
awareness classes/presentations to community
groups (78.95%).

Table 31. Percent saying the Following are Needed
Most to Most Needed in their area

Needed in your area
Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

Statewide 

Average

School Resource 
Off icer

94.12 38.09 65.71 73.68 79.17 78.26 70.50

M ult i-jurisdictional 
task force

82.35 52.38 71.43 84.21 70.83 81.81 73.19

Gang Enforcement 23.53 9.52 45.71 68.42 8.33 30.43 31.65

K-9 Handlers 64.71 76.19 65.71 63.16 50.00 69.56 64.74

Secure 
Communications

81.25 57.14 65.71 57.89 75.00 77.27 68.61

Crime Analysis 50.00 38.10 48.57 42.11 33.33 60.87 45.65

Information sharing 68.75 61.90 80.56 84.21 58.33 95.65 75.54

Community 
awareness

88.24 71.43 51.43 78.95 73.91 69.57 69.57

Community policing 64.71 61.90 60.00 68.42 66.67 69.57 64.75

DUI Enforcement 82.35 66.67 57.58 73.68 70.83 68.18 68.38

Sample Size 17 21 35 19 24 23 139

Chart 17.  Level of  Need for Drugs Programs
Statewide

31.61

46.66

65.45

66.18

67.91

69.63

69.85

73.33

76.47

0 20 40 60 80 100

Gang Enf orcement

Crime Analysis:

K9 handlers

Community Policing:

Secure

communicat ions

Communit y

Awareness classes

School Resource

Of f icer

Multi-Jurisdictional

Task Force

Inf ormation systems

t o share data

Needed Neutral Needed Less



29

•  Region 5 needed most a school resource
officer (79.17%) development of secure commu-
nications (75.00%), and community awareness
classes (73.91%).
•  Region 6 needed most development of
information systems to share data (95.65%),
multi-jurisdictional task forces (81.81%), and
school resource officers (78.26%).

What is the priority Level of the
Following Related to Available
Money to Provide for These
Things in Your Jurisdiction?
(Asked of Law Enforcement
Only)
When asked to report how needed a list of re-
sources was in their area related to the amount
of money available, the following responses were
recorded.  The highest priority items were for
(1) training (2) personnel  and (3) drug enforce-
ment equipment (Chart 18).

Priority for Available Resources by Region
• The highest priorities in Region 1 are
for personnel (100%) drug enforcement equip-
ment (93.75%), and training (93.75%).
• Region 2’s top responses were for drug
enforcement equipment (85.71%), facilities
and personnel (80.96%), and training (76.19%).
• Region 3’s priorities are for personnel
(82.35%), training (82.35%), and drug enforce-
ment equipment (73.52%).
• Region 4’s top responses were for train-
ing (100%) drug enforcement equipment
(84.21%), and video cameras (73.68%).
• Region 5’s top priorities were for train-
ing (95.83%), personnel (91.67%), and comput-

ers (70.83%).
• The highest priorities in region 6 were
for training (100%), personnel and computers
(86.96%), and drug enforcement (82.61%).

Table 32.  Percent Saying the Following are Either
Needed or Needed Most
Priorit y  for  

Resources

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

Stat ewide 

Average

Personnel 100.00 80.95 82.35 68.42 91.67 86.96 84.78

Facilit ies 70.59 80.96 58.82 52.63 58.33 65.22 63.77

Communicat ions 87.50 61.90 54.55 42.11 66.67 63.64 61.48

Vehicles 88.24 52.38 38.24 57.89 62.50 73.91 59.42

Comput ers 87.50 61.90 67.65 57.89 70.83 86.96 71.53

Video Cameras 87.50 71.43 52.94 73.68 58.33 73.91 67.15

Sof t ware 68.75 52.38 44.12 47.37 58.33 60.87 54.01

Drug Enf orcement 93.75 85.71 73.52 84.21 66.67 82.61 79.56

Weapons 50.00 42.86 26.47 21.05 29.17 43.48 34.31

Building Securit y 56.25 33.33 27.27 36.84 41.67 45.45 38.52

Training 93.75 76.19 82.35 100.00 95.83 100.00 90.51

Protect ive Wear 

and Equipment
87.50 71.43 52.94 63.16 58.33 73.91 65.69

Sample Size 17 21 34 19 24 23 138

Chart 18. Priority for Available Resources:
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Availability and Quality of
Sentencing Information
(Asked to Judges, Public De-
fenders, and Probation Offic-
ers Only)
When asked to compare a list of items with
the availability and quality of three years ago,
the following responses were recorded (Table
34).
• Statewide: 86.46% of judges, public de-
fenders, and probation officers felt they had
sufficient information to identify offenders’ al-
cohol or drug problems in most cases.  91.25%
said this information was either the same or
better than it was three years ago.
• 68.75% felt there were sentencing op-
tions to meet substance abuse treatment needs
of adult offenders in most cases.  88.6% said
the quality was either the same or better than
three years ago.
• 63.22% felt there were sentencing op-
tions to meet the substance abuse treatment

Region 1 had the highest percentage saying they
needed all of the categories listed except for train-
ing and facilities compared to other groups.  Re-
gions 4 and 6 had the highest priorities for train-
ing, and region 2 had the highest priority for
facilities.

What Has Been the Level of
Change Over the Last Five
Years in the Following List of
Resources? (Asked of Law En-
forcement Only)
When asked what changes they had seen over
the last five years in their resources (Table 33),
the majority said the following had either
stayed the same, or gone up:  (1) officers as-
signed to drug enforcement (81.06%), (2)
equipment (89.32%),  (3) intelligence and in-
formation networks (89.38%),  and (4) coop-
erative arrangements with other law enforce-
ment agencies (88.55%).

G o ne 
U p

G o ne U p  
Slig ht ly

St ayed  
t he 

Same

D o w n 
Slig ht ly

G o ne 
D o w n

Of f icers  A ssig ned  t o  D r ug  
Enfo r c ement :

11.3 6 2 5.0 0 4 4 .70 10 .6 0 8 .3 3

E q uipment : 10 .6 9 3 8 .17 4 0 .4 6 8 .4 0 2 .2 9

Int ellig ence and  Info rmat io n 
N et w o r k s :

6 .8 1 4 2 .4 2 4 0 .15 9 .0 9 1.51

C o o p erat ive A rrang ements  
W ith Other Law  
Enfo r c ement  A g encies:

19 .8 5 3 5.8 8 3 2 .8 2 6 .8 7 4 .58

Table 33. Responses to How the Following Resources
Have Changed Over the Last Five Years

Table 34. Availablilty and Quality of Sentencing
Information for Drug Offenders

Almost  

Always

In Most  

Cases

Only 

Rarely

Almost  

Never

Bet t er 

Now

Same 

Now

Worse 

Now

A.   Suf f icient  

inf ormat ion t o ident i fy  

of f enders’ alcohol or drug 

problems:

19.79 66.67 9.38 4.17 38.75 52.50 8.75

B.   Sent encing opt ions t o 

meet  substance abuse 

treatment needs of  adult  

of f enders:

9.38 59.38 25.00 6.25 37.97 50.63 11.39

C .   Sent encing opt ions 

t o meet  subst ance abuse 

treatment needs of  

juvenile of f enders:

5.75 57.47 32.18 4.60 29.17 51.39 19.44

D .   Cooperat ion f rom 

public agencies in 

providing drug-relat ed 

treatment for persons 

sent enced:

4.25 44.68 42.55 8.51 25.33 54.67 20.00

E.   A caseload level t hat  

permit s suf f icient  

cont act  wit h client s 

involving illicit drugs:

9.52 28.57 47.62 14.29 10.00 35.00 55.00

Currently Available
Qualit y  Compared  wit h 

2000
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needs of juvenile offenders.  80.56% said the
quality of sentencing options was either the
same or better than three years ago.
• 49.94% felt cooperation was received
from public agencies in providing drug re-
lated treatment for persons sentenced.  80%
said the quality of cooperation was either the
same, or better than three years ago.
• 66.67% said they had a caseload or
workload level that permits sufficient contact
with clients or timely adjudication of cases in-
volving illicit drugs.  45% said their quality of
caseload level was either the same or better
than three years ago.

Availability and Quality by Occupation
• Judges were the most positive about
the questions posed (table 35).  There was a
higher percentage saying they almost always
to in most cases had sentencing  options that
met the needs of adult offenders and juvenile
offenders, had cooperation from public agen-
cies in providing treatment for persons sen-
tenced, and a workload level that permits the
timely adjudication of cases involving the il-
licit transfer of drugs.

• Public Defenders had the highest per-
centage (93.75%) saying they had sufficient in-
formation to identify offenders’ alcohol or
drug problems.  Only a little over a third of
the public defenders, however, said they had
sentencing options to meet substance abuse
treatment needs for adults, or cooperation
from public agencies in providing drug treat-
ment.
• There were no public defenders who
said they had a caseload level that permits suf-
ficient contact with their clients.

Availability and Quality by Region
• 100% of the respondents from Region
1 said they had sufficient information to iden-
tify offenders’ alcohol or drug problems, al-
most always, or in most cases.
• Regions 1 and 3 had the highest per-
centages (75.00%) of individuals saying they
have sentencing options to meet substance
abuse treatment needs of adult offenders al-
most always, or in most cases.

Table 36. Percent by Region who have the following
information almost always to in most cases
Almost Always/ in most  

cases

Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

S tat ewide 

Average

A.  Suf f icient  

information to identi fy 

of f enders’ alcohol or 

drug problems:

100 80.00 83.33 89.47 76.47 92.86 86.46

B.  Sent encing opt ions 

t o meet  subst ance abuse 

treatment needs of  

adult  of f enders:

75.00 60.00 75.00 63.16 64.71 71.43 68.75

C.  Sent encing opt ions 

t o meet  subst ance abuse 

treatment needs of  

juvenile of f enders:

70.00 50.00 66.67 77.78 68.75 33.33 63.22

D.  Cooperation from 

public agencies in 

providing drug-relat ed 

treatment for persons 

sent enced:

66.67 20.00 37.50 42.11 56.25 76.92 48.94

E.  A caseload level t hat  

permi ts suf f icient  

cont act  wit h client s 

involving i l l icit  drugs:

75.00 80.00 50.00 61.11 93.75 76.92 69.89

Table 35.  Percent saying the following are Available
when wanted in their district

Almost always/ in most cases Judicial
Public 

Defenders
Probat ion

/Parole
Statewide 
Average

Sufficient  informat ion to ident ify 
offenders’ alcohol or drug 
problems:

88.71 93.75 72.22 86.46

Sentencing options to meet  
substance abuse treatment  needs of 
adult  of fenders:

75.81 37.5 72.22 68.75

Sentencing options to meet  
substance abuse treatment  needs of 
juvenile of fenders:

66.04 56.25 61.11 63.22

Cooperation from public agencies in 
providing drug-related treatment  
for persons sentenced:

53.33 37.5 44.44 49.94

A caseload level that permits 
suf f icient contact with clients 
involving illicit drugs:

76.67 0 44.44 66.67
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• Region 4 had the highest percent
(77.78%) of individuals saying they have sen-
tencing options to meet the substance abuse
needs of juvenile offenders almost always, or
in most cases.
• Region 5 had the largest percentage
(93.75%) saying they had a caseload level that
permits sufficient contact with clients/adjudi-
cation of cases.
• Region 6 had the largest percent
(76.92%) saying they have cooperation from
public agencies in providing drug-related
treatment for persons sentenced almost al-
ways, or in most cases.

When asked how the quality compares with
3 years ago, Region 1 had the highest percent
saying the quality of information concerning
offenders’ drug problems, sentencing options
to meet treatment needs of adults and juve-
niles, cooperation from public agencies, and
caseload level is better now than three years ago.

Have the Rate of Controlled
Substance Violation Arrests
that Result in Conviction In-
creased? (Public Defenders
Only)
Public defenders were asked  additional ques-
tions.  The first question had to do with
whether they have cooperative arrangements
with other agencies.   Second, whether they
feel the rate of controlled substance violation
arrests that result in prosecution is higher, has
stayed the same, or is lower than 5 years ago.
• 88% of the public defenders respond-
ing said they have cooperative arrangements
with other agencies.
• 72% of the public defenders said the
rate of controlled substance violation arrests
that result in prosecution is higher than 5 years
ago.  In comparison, in 1996, only 42% of pros-
ecutors rated the percent of controlled sub-
stance violation arrests that result in prosecu-
tion as higher than the previous five years
(Silva, 1996).

What Problems do your Cli-
ents Face in Getting Treat-
ment? (Probation Officers
Only)
Probation officers had a series of separate
questions asking specifically what forms of
treatment seem to be working for their clients,
and who isn’t getting treatment.

When asked what problems their clients face
in getting treatment, the three most common
responses were:  1) money/lack of funds, 2)
transportation, and 3) lack of available treat-
ment.  Other issues discussed were the long

Table 37. Quality of Sentencing Information by

Bet ter Now
Region 

1

Region 

2

Region 

3

Region 

4

Region 

5

Region 

6

Statewide 

Average

Sufficient  informat ion 

to ident ify of fenders’ 

alcohol or drug 

problems:

60.00 11.11 42.86 23.08 46.67 41.67 38.75

Sentencing opt ions to 

meet  substance abuse 

treatment  needs of  

adult  of fenders:

70.00 44.44 23.81 23.08 35.71 50.00 37.97

Sentencing opt ions to 

meet  substance abuse 

treatment  needs of  

juvenile of fenders:

77.78 0 26.32 16.67 38.46 20.00 29.17

Cooperat ion from 

public agencies in 

providing drug-related 

treatment  for persons 

sentenced:

55.56 11.11 15 16.67 23.08 41.67 25.33

A caseload level that  

permits sufficient  

contact  with clients 

involving illicit  drugs:

20.00 11.11 10.53 0 15.38 0 9.33
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waiting lists for treatment,  the offenders are
not motivated enough to change their behav-
ior, literacy problems, and there is a lack of,
or poor quality, long term inpatient care in the
state.

Describe those for which treatment is unavail-
able:
To answer a question regarding who wasn’t
getting treatment, probation officers listed the
following:
• the working poor (those who cannot
get into drug court, but also cannot receive
help from health and welfare);
• dual diagnosis clients (those with men-
tal health issues who are also substance abus-
ers);
• most chronic drug abusers (no long
term treatment);
•  those addicted to inhalation of toxic
vapors;
•  heroin users.

What Programs are Needed to
Combat Drug and Alcohol
Abuse Most Effectively? (Pro-
bation Officers Only)
When asked what programs they felt are
needed to combat drug and alcohol abuse
most effectively, the following terms were
mentioned:  most remarked long term resi-
dential/in-house treatment.  A few others
mentioned cognitive based treatment, family
care, and DUI drug court and Wellness Treat-
ment centers.

What is the Most Serious Sub-
stance Involved in Treatment
Need? (Probation Officers
Only)
Another question asked of probation officers
was “What is the most serious substance in-
volved in treatment need?  99% stated “Meth”.
“Alcohol” was also mentioned.

Who Doesn’t Get Treatment?
(Probation Officers Only)
When asked what percentage of their clients
were addicted to a variety of substances, and
what percentage need but don’t receive treat-
ment, the median responses are listed on Table
38.  On average the highest number of clients
are addicted to meth, about 61.67%, and about
23.31% of these need but don’t receive treat-
ment.  The second largest number are ad-
dicted to alcohol, 42.67% of clients.

Table 38.  Who Doesn’t Get Treatment

Drug:

Percentage of 
your clients 
addicted to this 
substance:

Percentage of your 
clients who need but 
don’t receive 
treatment:

Alcohol 42.67 22.46

Marijuana/Hashish 29.73 21.83

Cocaine/”Crack” 13.73 23.54

Methamphetamine 61.67 23.31

Club Drugs 7.08 27.45

Heroine 9.15 22.09

Diverted Pharmaceuticals 11.15 31.27
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Do You  Have Recommenda-
tions for the Improved Han-
dling of Drug Dependent Of-
fenders?
The following comments, categorized by oc-
cupation  were made by survey respondents
when asked if they had recommendations for
the improved handling of drug dependent
offenders.

Judges:
”We need in-patient treatment centers to treat
a person for a minimum of 9 months to 2 years
in each large community, rather than build-
ing more prisons.
”Yes, Expand drug courts.”
“More resources for probation officers.  Any
court can be a drug court if they have local
treatment programs and enough qualified
P.O.’s for intensive supervision.”
“In the rural areas we need more resources.
Providers, probation, etc.”
 “Drug courts - mental health treatment, cog-
nitive self-change, MRT, probation resources.”
“Continual utilization of drug courts and in-
tensive supervision, testing and treatment for
offenders.”
“Accountability and punishment ‘combined’
with treatment.”
“Early intervention, treatment and strict en-
forcement of treatment regiments.”

Law Enforcement:
”Treatment and more probation officers to
handle a large case load.”
“Tougher supervision when on probation.
More in-house rehabilitation centers or jails.
More funding for drug court.”

“The only thing that appears to be working
to some degree is incarceration, cognitive
based programming and then long term out-
patient after care.”
“Stronger enforcement and sentences.”  “Pro-
vide competency development - as well as
detox and education.”
“Need to increase probation/parole officers +
need to much more closely monitor offend-
ers.”
“More wraparound services in the commu-
nity.”
“More jail time, make them pay back for trial
costs and any money it costs to house them.”
“I strongly believe you have to interrupt one’s
life and patterns.  To do this best would be
incarceration (the best guarantee of staying
drug free), combined with counseling and
skills.”
“For youth increase prevention efforts before
they use.  For adults, increased treatment op-
tions  more closely monitored through pro-
bation.”
“Drug court seems to be a successful program.
Increased minimum security housing for in-
carcerating drug addicted offenders.  (Cheap
housing for incarcerating persons committing
crimes to support drug habits).”
“Continuum of services for wide range of
addiction.  More dual diagnosis funding,
more family work, more drug court - like in-
volvement in monitoring, accountability, fix-
ing whole person.”

Prosecutors:
“Patience.  Incarceration to be used as a tool
of leverage.  Persuasive treatment, required
employment, self-sufficiency and lawful con-
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duct all imposed by drug courts, enforced by
prison if the drug court cannot gain compli-
ance, but only when all else has fails.”
“Need residential treatment programs and in-
carceration for multiple failures.”
“More intensive and tightly structured/super-
vised treatment is needed with prompt con-
sequences.”
“Mandatory long-term in-patient drug treat-
ment as well as follow up and teaching life/
job/cognitive skills.”
“Longer terms of retained jurisdiction and
easier supervision to other counties.”
“Jail and prison has not worked from my per-
spective, therefore, I believe a new approach
focusing on treatment needs to be assessed.”
“Inter-agency cooperation: local, state, and
federal with emphasis on apprehending
manufacturers.  In-patient for truly addicted
persons.”
“Have access to medical help.  Drug addic-
tion is a medical issue.  Stigmatizing and de-
monizing people for their human fraility is
illogical and cruel and unhelpul.”
“For Drug users I believe drug court has
viabilty, if it is properly funded.  For drug
dealers = death penalty.  For the middlemen =
stiff prison sentence.”
“Drug testing, Home and vehicle SEARCHES,
Treatment”

Public Defenders:
“Place a greater emphasis on community
based treatment.  Drug courts are effective,
however, better results may be achieved
through an initial in-patient period and then
the Drug court...”
“More low cost inpatient treatment facilities

with closely monitored after care that includes
educational, or job training, placement, and
cognitive skills training.”
“Fund inpatient treatment programs.”
“Secure treatment programs of 60-120 days
duration.”
“Re: juveniles:  Target the parents, educate the
parents.”
“Reduce all drug use charges to misdemean-
ors and create one centralized in-custody, year
long treatment facility for the state, which
treatment would include job skills and place-
ment.”
“Need more treatment programs with greater
capacity.”
“More treatment -on - demand - increased
number of in-patient beds, shorter waiting
lists.  More in-patient and half-way house fa-
cilities for mothers with children.  More
“graduated sanctions” for probationers short
of imprisonment.”

Probation/parole :
“Establish an inpatient residential treatment
program.  Provide diversion programs on an
out-patient basis with better cooperation
among agencies responsible for interdic-
tion...”
“We need to increase the amount of available
substance abuse treatment programs.  We
need affordable, quality in-patient treatment
and intensive outpatient treatment pro-
grams.”
“Develop treatment specifically for meth us-
ers - we need long term specialized treatment
for methamphetamine users - they continue
to use despite treatment, increased periods of
incarceration, increased supervision and other
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sanctions.  When using they don’t work or
support their family..”
“No Rule 11’s.  Stronger prosecution - less plea
bargains.  Swift and more severe conse-
quences, help to motivate changes (conse-
quences can be the “change agent.”  Then,
once offenders are ready to change, provide
solid treatment.  We usually do one or the
other...”
“More treatment longer term.  More tests.
More penalty when they continue to fail.
Cycle must stop.  Drug courts are not work-
ing.  Numbers provided are politics and
money.”
“Need treatment that is cognitively based
available in all areas.  Need good inpatient
treatment available in the state - currently
there is very little quality inpatient treatment
available.”  “More treatment (in-patient) treat-
ment programs.  Cognitive 1 Thinking Error’s
programs.  Programs geared on data and re-
sults, not feel good programs.”
“More and improved drug courts, more and
improved residential treatment, more and
improved in-jail, and in-prison treatment pro-
grams.”
“Make them pay for treatment themselves,
they will get more out of it, then all the money
saved can be used for more staff and pro-
grams.”
“Hold them accountable for their criminal ac-
tions - stop making excuses, tolerating and
enabling criminal behavior.”

Do you have Suggestions for Al-
leviating the Drug Problem in
Idaho?
Judges:
“Spend more money on educating our youth.
It is cheaper than building prisons - drug edu-
cation should be emphasized.  Social services
to help the children who are disadvantaged
with single parents.  There are too many chil-
dren at risk; they need help now!”
“Better education of youth and general pub-
lic as 1) How easy it is to become addicted to
meth. 2) How harsh meth is on your body. 3)
How meth reprograms your brain and how
horribly hard it is to beat the addiction.”
“Drug courts in every county; continual drug
testing in the workplace, with treatment TASK
forces to apprehend drug distributors.”
“Either the state must be willing to increase
prison funding to allow incarceration of a
never ending supply of addicts or be willing
to increase funding to provide the treatment
necessary at the community resource level.”
“Emphasize the bad effects of drug abuse -
This approach was effective in the 1980’s and
drug use increased in the 1990’s when empha-
sis was relaxed in this area.”
“Every community and it’s churches need to
be more caring and serious to unite a battle
with drugs and abusers of any kind.”
“While education is somewhat helpful, the
legislature needs to be willing to spend money
on treatment for drug abuse and mental
health.”
“The supply of marijuana to kids has gone up
tremendously... School fear enforcement in
schools for fear of bad image.  Kids continue
to learn to use drugs at school.”
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Take the social work out of the legal system.”

Public defenders:
“Go after the ones who bring drugs into the
state or manufacture drugs rather than tar-
geting drug users and calling them “dealers”
when they exchange drugs among themselves
at no profit.”
“More in-patient facilities.  More out-patient
slots.  More long-term residential therapy.
More funding for probation and parole.  More
dual-diagnosis treatment.  Expand RSAT-style
treatment in prisons.”
“Devote more resources to education and
treatment and less to incarceration.”
“Fund treatment programs - legalize mari-
juana.”
“Less punitive attitude/more emphasis on
treatment for all offenders, rather than re-
stricting resources to just time and less seri-
ous offenders.”
“The idea of police in school to fix the drug
problem does not work:  Use drug treatment
parole to gain the person’s confidence.  Not
the police, who will then arrest the person
when there is a problem.”
“More treatment for offenders.  Spend less
money on DOC and more for treatment cen-
ters.”

Probation/parole officers
“Balanced approached education K-12, Po-
lice, Sheriff and probation and parole and
state Police involvement.  Use of long suc-
cess for drug law enforcement.  Programs
geared on accurate data and measurable
goals.”
“Continue to hit the source - (manufacture -

Law Enforcement:
“1) hit the kids hard with anti-drug programs
in school. 2) Hit the offenders hard with Man-
datory jail and treatment in a proven facility,
not social services’ worthless attempt.”
“Aggressive enforcement which means more
officers - work with fed agencies as importa-
tion is our biggest problem.”
“Better information sharing between agencies.
Less competition for enforcement dollars.”
“Catch them before they start using not after.
It’s 100 times more expensive after and your
success rates will be small.”
“Continual/ sustained drug education (say no)
programs in elementary school system (grade
1- 6), which is given to them on a regular ba-
sis in health classes just like sex education or
other health related topics...”
“Deal with the dealers and treat the addicts.”
“Hold users and dealers accountable, be strict
about recovery and rehab activities ordered
by the court.  Stay conservative and never give
in to the legalization of street drugs.  Become
aggressive towards the abuse and misuse of
prescription drugs.”
“Higher penalty for repeat offenders.”
“Harsh sentences, Do not compare drugs -
meth is worse than marijuana - they have the
same effect on society.  No withheld sentences
- Time limit on health and welfare benefits.
Job skills.”
“Have one person that is the communicator
and helps to collaborate between law enforce-
ment, treatment, schools, and social services,
along with criminal justice system.”
“Drug use/abuse is a choice not a disability
or disease.  Drug users need to learn it is their
choice to use drugs, not the fault of society.
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traffic).”  “Educate the public more.  If they
could only see what’s going on in these
houses - the filth the children live in.  What some
of the judges let these guys get away with - I’m
sure the public would demand changes.  They
are CLUELESS on what goes on...”
“Focus on treatment as well as sanctioning
users who are on supervision.”
“Hold them accountable for their criminal
actions - stop making excuses, tolerating and
enabling criminal behavior.”
“I feel the general public needs to know how
serious the problem is.  We need to increase
activity with INS to stop the flow from
Mexico.”
“More law enforcement resources for appre-
hension of dealers - check points on freeways
and major roads, specialized treatment - long
term.”
“More treatment beds for users - NO deals
for manufacturers/dealers.”
“Offenders need to be actively prosecuted and
held accountable.  Those who can be treated
in the community should be.  The others need
to be incarcerated.”
“Less sitting in jail/put them out on sheriff’s
inmate labor detail, if they go to prison make
them work or segregate them.  More local/
long-term treatment (90 days + in-patient),
better testing systems for substance abuse,
more manpower, smaller caseloads...”
“Stiff penalties for drug manufacturers, traf-
fickers, and dealers.  Affordable access to qual-
ity treatment.”
“The hospitals need to expand into this area.”

Other Comments or Suggestions:
Judges:
“Areas that need improvement 1) getting
drugs and alcohol out of schools, 2) better and
more treatment including drug courts 3) bet-
ter cooperation between law enforcement
agencies to combat drug distribution.”
“Charity begins at home, families do not sup-
port children.”
“Check out Judge Larry Duff’s Juvenile Drug
court - good program!  If we don’t get money
for treatment and necessary intensive super-
vision, start building bigger prisons now.”
“Drug courts reduce recidivism among
graduates.  I suggest we continue to expand
the use of drug courts.”
“ISP needs to play better in their sandbox with
local agencies.  They do not always have to
be in charge.  Also, ISP investigation should
have a dedicated drug enforcement team that
is not distracted and pulled away from active
operations...”
“Juveniles need to be made more accountable.
I see juveniles with extensive felonies on
record who have never had any real conse-
quences, just the same old social rehab.  Then
juveniles become my adult criminal offend-
ers and I get their kids into the system...”
“Meth use is increasing among younger ju-
veniles - This is causing problems with pro-
viding services - increasing need for mental
health, pregnancy support, family services
and treatment service.”
“My court is becoming more and more
clogged (over-run) with drug users.  A very
very high % of all felony crimes have a drug
and/or alcohol component...”
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“Training and lack of communication is most
lacking in Idaho law enforcement - we need
training badly, UCR reports are somewhat ef-
fective data source.”
“Tribe deputize state peace officers, state
chiefs and sheriffs deputize tribal peace offic-
ers, change Idaho code to define peace officer
to include tribal peace officers who have com-
pleted POST successfully...”
“Updated equipment, access to more vehicles,
buildings - offices away from the department
to meet CIS and other sources.  Better com-
munications - between departments and keep-
ing CI’s officer’s safe.  DARE was voted out of
the schools and nothing has replaced it...”
“We are being asked to do more with less all
the time.  The plate is not just full, but over-
flowing.  There has to come a time where we
cannot be everything to everyone.  It is time
to “Just say No!”  Until people are directly
impacted it is not a problem...”
“We must focus our priorities on prevention,
not treatment.  Treatment is expensive and it’s
showing it’s not working especially with/
meth.  Keep the teenagers from trying it &
we’ll never have to treat them or incarcerate
them.”
“Work with youth, drug prevention works
with young people.”

Public Defenders had the following other
comments:
“Alternatives to incarceration are needed, as
is some flexibility on the part of prosecutors.
Too many prosecutors do not want to give
multiple-convicted offenders the opportunity
for drug court.”

“School resource officers!!!  Schools are expected
to be everything, but can be sued for just about
anything.  School resource officers are essential.”
“Mental health treatment and in-patient drug
and alcohol treatment must be a priority.

Law Enforcement:
“Biggest concern is the lack of information
sharing and cooperative working relations
between agencies, i.e. sheriffs, city PD’s, DHW,
DJC, probation, courts, communities and com-
munity leaders.”
“In small towns and large counties where
there are few officers and most cooperative
arrangements don’t work - outside help from
other agencies that have trained drug officers
are needed.”
“In this time of economic hardship, small de-
partments are losing officers to better paying
jobs.  We don’t need equipment as much as
we need extra officers to run it...”
“Line enforcement needs to be strengthened
and pay scale raised.  We deal with serious
issues, and we are always in “training mode”
due to our low pay scale.  Idaho has Califor-
nia cost of living on traditional Idaho wages.”
“Need a database for state county and city’s
to keep track of drug intelligence statewide.
Need for more task force with state and local
agencies.  State needs to get off its high horse
and join task forces.”
“Our community leaders still deny a problem
with drugs and violence and are unwilling to
fund SRO/DARE positions in county schools.
They pulled us out of the schools and the drug
- crime violence levels immediately
climbed...”
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“ Get serious about going after the upper level
drug suppliers.  I was involved in a case where
my client offered to help local law enforce-
ment go after his out-of-state drug supplier.
The local officers passed, saying their concern
was only drug usage in their area...”
“...Most drug users (not Dealers) have men-
tal illness issues either created by or that cre-
ate the need to self-medicate...”

Probation officers said:
“Biggest problem in Mountain Home is lack
of available resources in the area.  Boise has
more, but offenders rarely have initiative, ve-
hicles, gas, money, or drivers licences to make
it there.  There really is NO good substance
abuse treatment in Mountain Home...”
“Due to economic factors now and the “re-
vamping” of the state funded resources for
substance abuse treatment, it seems we have
declined in our resources. In the Burley-
Rupert area, private providers who are will-
ing to work w/our clients financially have
been a major asset...”
“Probation and parole officers, need more
training and more positions to help keep
caseload numbers done.  There needs to be
more resources available for rural towns...”
“ There  are more available sources of drug
treatment in the institution setting, less in the
community.”
“We are all becoming overwhelmed by the
drugs and amount of people involved, give
us more to deal with it now or it will only get
worse.”
“What we are talking about with alcoholics
and drug addicts is basic human nature - they

are not motivated to change their criminal
behavior until such time as it becomes too
painful to remain in that criminal behavior...”
“With the attitude of the state government not
to build prisons, we are increasing the prob-
lems in the communities.  The counties and
cities need to recognize the problem and dedi-
cate more money to it.  It is not just the states’
problem...”
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